With its exponential growth over the past 50 years, sport has come to play a fundamental role in American society (Bowen & Levin, 2003; Ewing & Seefeldt, 1996) . As a key component of that role, sport has supported the integration of groups that historically have been marginalized, for example ethnic minorities and women (Elling & Knoppers, 2005; Lumpkin, Stoll, & Beller, 2003) . In more recent years, there has also been a dramatic surge in sport opportunities for others on the margin of society, in particular people with intellectual disabilities (ID; International Sport Federation for Persons with Intellectual Disability, INAS-FID, 2007; Special Olympics, Inc., SOI, 2007) . In many ways sport can be considered the cultural and social link between people of all ages, races, socioeconomic backgrounds, and abilities.
The value of sport in people's lives has been well documented. Many personal benefits have been noted not only for the physical health of athletes, but also their psychological health and include improvements in emotional well-being and self-concept, to name a few (Donaldson & Ronan, 2006; McAuley, Courneya, & Lettunich, 1991) . Much is also known about the overall sport experience of athletes. For example, most athletes without disabilities begin their sport involvement during their youth where they sample a number of sports through programs generally run through the community, schools, and sport clubs. As athletes progress through adolescence, they become more selective about the sports they play and generally come to specialize in one (Côté & Hay, 2002; Soberlak & Côté, 2003) . By adulthood, most are either engaged in recreational sport activities, having left competitive sports after secondary school, or have dropped out of sport completely (Orlick, 1974) .
To complete the picture of athletes' sport experience, there have been a number of studies that have focused on athletes' motives for participating in and leaving sports. Overall, the primary reasons for participation in sports for athletes include fun, friendship, improved sport skills, health/fitness, and achievement (Feltz & Ewing, 1987; Gill, Gross, & Huddleston, 1983; Gould, Feltz, & Weiss, 1985) . As the mirror image for participating, athletes' motives for leaving sport include the loss of enjoyment or preference of other activities over sport (Burton, 1992) , family stressors, lacking opportunities or the ability to progress to a new skill level, or injury (Butcher, Lindner, & Johns, 2002; Gould, Feltz, Horn, & Weiss, 1982; Lindner, Johns, & Butcher, 1991) .
What is known about the sport experience, including motives for participation and withdrawal from sports, has come from the perspective of athletes without disabilities. While these results have been found generalizable to athletes across sports, age, and competitive level (Gould et al., 1982; Lindner et al., 1991; Soberlak & Côté, 2003) , it is less clear whether this portrait of the athlete is also generalizable to athletes with ID. Over the last few decades, with the growth of the Special Olympics (SO) movement, athletes with ID have had the opportunity to participate in a variety of sports through school and community programs.
In contrast to what is known about athletes without disabilities, the development of a portrait of the athlete with ID is just beginning. Of the existing research, most has focused primarily on the benefits of sports participation for the athlete with ID, including perceptions of competence (Dykens & Cohen, 1996; Riggen & Ulrich, 1993; Weiss, Diamond, Demark, & Lovald, 2003) , physical fitness and health (Balic, Mateos, & Blasco, 2000; Draheim, Williams, & McCubbin, 2002) , and adaptive behaviors (Block, Conatser, Montgomery, Munson, & Dease, 2001) . What has been found thus far is encouraging and suggests that athletes with ID are like any other athletes. For example, similar to all athletes, athletes with ID derive several positive personal benefits, including improved mental health, self-concept, perceptions of competence, and socialization (Dykens & Cohen, 1996; Dykens, Rosner, & Butterbaugh, 1998; Gibbons & Bushakra, 1989; Khosla, Malhotra, & Dutt, 1988; Weiss et al., 2003) .
Unfortunately, much less is known about the actual sport experience of athletes with ID. While a few previous studies have shown that athletes with ID are motivated to participate in sport for fun, friendship, and achievement (Farrell, Crocker, McDonough, & Sedgwick, 2004; Shapiro, 2003; Zoerink & Wilson, 1995) , it is less clear why these athletes leave sports. In addition, more information is needed to complete the portrait of the athlete with ID, which contributes to the understanding of their motives for participation and withdrawal. Therefore, the goal of the current study was to examine the sport experience of athletes with ID, including who these athletes are as well as the reasons they participate in and leave sports, in an effort to add to the existing research. Because SO is the major provider of sport opportunities for athletes with ID, the study sought to answer the following questions:
1. What are the characteristics of athletes participating in SO programs? 2. What motivates athletes to participate in and leave SO? Finally, because this was a descriptive study, the theoretical models of motivation were not applied, but the study was guided by the literature on specific motives for participation and withdrawal for athletes without disabilities.
Method Participants
The family members 1 and athletes interviewed for this study were randomly selected from 17 state SO programs within the U.S., representing both urban and rural areas across all geographic regions (see Table 1 ). In each telephone interview, a family member was interviewed about the athlete. Where possible, an athlete from that household was also interviewed. It was anticipated that in some households, athletes would be unable to participate in the survey due to limitations in language ability. The determination of an athlete's ability to participate in the interview was based solely on the opinion of the family member contacted. A total of 1,307 family members were interviewed, of which 555 had athletes who Arizona  69  California  75  Connecticut  63  District of Columbia  42  Georgia  30  Illinois  99  Indiana  22  Massachusetts  98  Maryland  89  Michigan  80  North Carolina  200  New Hampshire  60  New Jersey  82  South Dakota  54  Texas  34  Utah  107  Wisconsin  103 were currently participating in SO (active athletes) while the remaining 752 were no longer participating (inactive athletes). In addition to the 1,307 families, 579 athletes were also interviewed of which 303 were active athletes and 276 were inactive athletes. Thirty-six percent of athletes were female, and 64% were male. The mean age of athletes, both female and male, was 25 years (total sample SD = 11.9; female SD = 11.8, male SD = 12.0), with 60% 19 years of age or older. A t test showed no significant difference between the ages of female and male athletes (p > .05). Most of the athletes lived in their family homes (79% overall; 80% female, 79% male), while the remaining 21% lived in schools, group homes, or supported living programs (20% female, 21% male). A chi-square test of living environment and gender also showed no significant differences (p > .05). No information about athletes' race or ethnicity was collected, consistent with SOI policy. In addition, the treatment of participants was in accordance with the ethical standards of APA.
To obtain the national sample of SO athletes and their families required for the study, total population data were collected for each of the 50 states from the U.S. Census (2000) and this information was entered into a database that also included state SO athlete population data from 2003 and 2004 collected from the annual SOI Program Census (2004) . It was necessary to use both state population data and state SO program data to create this database because at present, there is no national database of SO athletes. It was also important that SO athletes be selected not from the most populous states, but from states with the largest population of athletes. Therefore, those states with higher athlete populations were given a higher probability of selection to ensure a sample of athletes that would best represent the SO athlete population at a national level. It should also be noted that once the 20 sample states were drawn, the geographic distribution of the states was examined and found to adequately represent the geographic regions of SO (Southwest, North Central, South Central, Great Lakes, Mid-Atlantic, New England, and Southeast).
Once the 20 state SO programs were selected, they were contacted and asked to provide contact information for athletes. Three states were not able to provide this information; therefore, only 17 states were included in the study. For each athlete list, a simple random sample of athletes was selected with the same size sample being drawn from each of the 17 state programs. Drawing the sample in this manner led to a self-weighting sample in which each SO athlete in the country theoretically had the same probability of being selected into the study sample.
Instruments
The Special Olympics Athlete Participation Survey is a multidimensional survey questionnaire developed to collect data from four different groups-active athletes, family members of active athletes, inactive athletes, and family members of inactive athletes (Siperstein, Harada, Parker, Hardman, & McGuire, 2005) . The survey questionnaire consists of one section for family members and one section for athletes. The current study used only selected sections from the family and athlete survey questionnaire: demographics, sport history, and motivation for participating in and/or leaving SO. The section on demographics, asked only of family members, included questions about the athlete's age, school/employment history, and years involved in SO. The sport history section asked questions about the athlete's sport experience both inside SO (e.g., sports played) as well as outside SO (e.g., leisure-time physical activity). The motivation sections of the questionnaire, asked of both family members and athletes, included 52 forced choice (yes/no) items (26 on participation, 26 on withdrawal) and also included an openended question for both active and inactive athletes and family members, "Why did/do you/[name of athlete] play sports in Special Olympics?" An additional open-ended question was asked of inactive athletes and family members, "Why did you/[name of athlete] stop playing sports in Special Olympics?" The coefficient alpha index of internal consistency reliability was 0.87 for families and 0.83 for athletes on the 26 participation items and 0.69 for families and 0.84 for athletes on the 26 withdrawal items.
The survey questionnaire was originally designed and pilot tested in a previous study with active and inactive athletes and family members (Siperstein et al., 2005) . During the pilot testing, categories for coding the open-ended responses for motivation for participating in and leaving SO were identified. The nine categories for motivation to participate in SO included fun, friendship, achievement, health/fitness, competence/skill development, influence of significant others, welcoming environment, school-oriented activity, and having something to do. Six of these categories were drawn from the literature (e.g., Farrell et al., 2004; Feltz & Ewing, 1987; Gill et al., 1983; Gould et al., 1985; Shapiro, 2003) while three (school-oriented activity, welcoming environment, and having something to do) were identified during pilot testing as unique to athletes with ID. The seven categories for motivation to leave SO included interest, injury/health, opportunity for competition, program access, relocation, transportation, and social pressures/ stigma. Three of these were drawn from the literature (interest, injury/health, and opportunities for competition; e.g., Burton, 1992; Butcher et al., 2002; Gould et al., 1982; Lindner et al., 1991) while the remaining four were identified during the pilot testing as being unique to athletes with ID. In one instance, a category identified in the literature was expanded. Over 4,000 responses to the open ended questions for participation in and/or withdrawal from SO were coded by two coders with 92% and 87% agreement, respectively, for the two items.
Procedures
The 17 participating state SO programs provided a list of all active and inactive athletes in their program using SO Games Management System software. Athletes were categorized as active or inactive based on the expiration date of medical forms (before December 31, 2002 for inactive athletes, and after January 1, 2006 for active athletes). The lists were then merged into two composite lists and cleaned to remove entries without telephone contact information and duplicate entries. Numerical random selection was then employed to create a list of 3,000 active and 3,000 inactive athletes from these two composite lists (approximately 175 active and inactive athletes from each of the 17 state SO programs). The composite lists were cleaned again to identify usable telephone contacts and interviews with family members and athletes were conducted using a computerized telephone call process to ensure the randomness of the sample.
Telephone interviews with family members and athletes were conducted by The Gallup Organization. Thirteen Gallup telephone interviewers were selected who had prior experience working as mentors for SO Global Messengers. 2 These interviewers were trained to interview individuals with ID at the Gallup Call Center in Omaha, Nebraska. During the training, the interviewers were provided with background information about SO, intellectual disability, and specific training to understand the concepts being asked about in the survey. Mock telephone interviews were conducted with SO Global Messengers to prepare interviewers for any issues that could arise during an actual phone interview (e.g., the need to rephrase questions, keep attention, adjust rate of speech, or probe for more information).
For each phone call, the Gallup interviewers followed a scripted protocol where they introduced themselves and explained the purpose of the survey. Participants were informed that their responses were voluntary and confidential, and that they may decline to answer any question or terminate the call at any time. Family members were interviewed first. At the conclusion of the family interview, two screening questions were asked to determine the athlete's ability to participate in the survey and what assistance, if any, the athlete would need. First, families were asked whether the athlete was capable of responding to questions about his or her SO participation, similar to what the family member had just completed. If the family member responded affirmatively, they were then asked whether the athlete would need assistance to respond to the questions. In half (52%) of the households where an athlete participated, families reported that the athlete needed assistance to respond. This assistance consisted of having the family member on the phone with the athlete to prompt or "translate" responses, for example from verbally impaired athletes. Other family members offered assistance when needed but allowed the athlete to be on the phone alone.
When interviewing athletes, interviewers first asked the athlete a set of simple demographic questions to assess how much prompting an athlete might need during subsequent portions of the interview (e.g., age, school attendance, weather, etc.). These issues included prompting for responses, repeating answers, rephrasing questions, and keeping athletes engaged over the telephone. Interviewers were instructed to terminate the unassisted interviews with athletes if they were unable to respond to these initial background questions or if he/she encountered too much difficulty in completing the interview. However, it is important to note that there were no reports of interview termination due to these issues.
Results

Athletes' Sport Experiences
In tracing the sport experiences of SO athletes, the first focus was on the entry points into SO. Of the 1,307 family members who were interviewed, over twothirds (67% overall; 68% female, 66% male) reported that their athlete entered SO through elementary or middle school programs (see Table 2 ). In fact, nearly half of the sample (47%) entered SO between the ages of 8 and 13 (mean age was 12.6 years for both female and male athletes). For almost one-third of the athletes (27% overall; 23% female, 30% male), SO was not their first time in an organized sport program. Once they become involved in SO, however, athletes participate for an average of 11 years (mean of 11.3 for female, 11.1 for male), with 14% of the athletes being involved for over 20 years. These findings were consistent for active as well as inactive athletes, as their mean length of involvement was similar (10.14 years for active athletes, 11.77 years for inactive athletes). Since our calculation for the length of involvement represents the athlete's involvement as of the time of the survey, it is possible that more of the active athletes will be involved in SO for longer periods of time. Note: Total does not equal 100%-due to "don't know" or "refused" responses.
*The 95% confidence level for each percentage reported for the overall sample is ± 2.7%. The 95% confidence level for female participants is ± 4.5% and is ± 3.4% for male participants. **Chi-square tests showed significant differences between male and female athletes (p < .05).
While involved, athletes participate in a range of team and individual sports, with many participating in multiple sports over the course of their SO career. On average, both male and female athletes play two sports in SO, with 35% participating in three or more sports. The most commonly played individual sports are track and field and swimming, and the most common team sports are bowling, basketball, and softball.
In addition to their involvement in SO, we were also interested in athletes' levels of physical activity and exercise outside of SO training and competition. A surprising finding was that nearly half (48% overall; 41% female, 51% male) of the athletes were, at the time of the survey, engaging in leisure-time physical activity (LTPA) or exercise outside of SO for three or more hours per week. These results were consistent for both active and inactive athletes. In fact, 27% of inactive athletes were reported to be physically active for more than six hours per week.
There is an additional finding about organized sport participation that deserves mention. Of active athletes, 21% are involved in organized sports outside of SO (14% female, 22% male). Perhaps more notable is that 19% of inactive athletes participate in organized sports even though they are no longer involved in SO. 3
Athletes' Reasons for Participating in Special Olympics
To understand athletes' motives to participate in SO, we coded athletes' and their family members' responses to the question, "Why do/did you participate in Special Olympics?" into the nine categories described in the previous section.
Athlete Responses. Of the 579 athletes who were able to participate in the telephone interview, most only gave one response (56%), even though they were provided with the opportunity to give two. Athletes most frequently reported that their motivations for participation were fun (54% overall; 54% female, 54% male), followed by friendship (21% overall; 24% female, 20% male) and achievement (13% overall; 13% female, 13% male; see Table 3 ). Athletes stated that what made the SO experience fun was that they liked sports (in general) or that they had the opportunity to play specific sports that they enjoyed. With respect to friendship, athletes reported that they participated in SO because they were either interested in making new friends or wanted to participate in an activity with friends they already had. After fun and friendship, there were few indications that athletes had other motives for participating in SO (e.g., health/fitness or competence). Finally, athletes gave few indications that they were motivated to participate in SO because of the influence of others (2%), including parents or other peers.
As was noted above, fewer than half of the athletes gave more than one response to the open-ended question; however, some of those who did stated that they participated in SO because of friendship and fun (33%). Other athletes who gave a second response provided a reason associated with their first response, or one that described a different aspect of their first response. For instance, athletes who stated that they participated in SO because it was fun also reported that they enjoyed the activity in which they were involved (11%).
Family Member Responses. When family members were asked about their child's reasons for participating in SO, they reported similar motives. Family members mentioned that their athletes were motivated to participate in SO for friendship (35% overall; 34% female, 37% male), fun (27% overall; 27% female, 27% male), and achievement (20%; 21% female, 19% male; see Table 4 ). Many family members stated that their athlete liked sports or decided to become involved because they had friends who were also involved in SO. Also similar were the motives that were not mentioned, like participating because of the influence of others (6%), including friends or parents.
Family members were provided with the opportunity to give up to six responses about their child's reasons for participating in SO. In general, more than half of families provided two responses (60%) with 26% providing more than received from their athletes: the intrinsic motives of fun and friendship are the most important to these athletes. External motives, like achievement for rewards (e.g., medals) and the influence of others, appear less important to athletes' participation in SO.
Athletes' Reasons for Leaving Special Olympics
In examining athletes' reasons for leaving SO, we focused on inactive athletes (N = 276) and their families (N = 752) in the sample. Inactive athletes were those who had not participated in a SO competition in more than one year. Their responses were coded into the seven categories described in the previous section.
Athlete Responses. In response to the question "Why did you leave Special Olympics?" most athletes gave one response (85%), even though they had the opportunity to give two responses. Athletes stated that they left SO because of changes in personal interest (38% overall; 36% female, 40% male), which included activities outside of SO and the lost appeal of sports in general (see Table 5 ). These outside activities included academic responsibilities, jobs, and hobbies that did not involve physical activity. In addition athletes also stated that they left SO due to the lack of access to a SO program (33% overall; 33% female, 33% male). Program access issues included transition events that were significant milestones 
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in the athlete's life, or more specifically, graduation from high school and the transition from school to work and program termination, including changing classrooms, coaches/teachers, or schools. Motives for leaving SO less frequently reported included injuries or health problems (13%) and transportation (3%). As was noted above, very few of the athletes gave more than one response to the open-ended question. However, those who did primarily gave a second reason associated with their first response, or one that further described their first response. For example, some athletes stated that they left SO because they were interested in other activities besides sports (e.g., jobs, hobbies) and because there were time conflicts with those other activities.
Family Member Responses. Families also reported that their athletes were motivated to leave because of problems with program access (44% overall; 44% female, 46% male) and changes in interest (25% overall; 24% female, 25% male; Table 6 
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see Table 6 ). Program access included graduating from high school and the transition to work, program termination (including changing classrooms and coaches/ teachers), and changing schools. Follow-up questions were asked of family members to address the specific factors influencing athletes' withdrawal from SO. For instance, families reported that changes in interest included a general loss of interest in sports, other leisure activities outside of SO, jobs, and school activities and academics.
In the same way that family members were asked about participation-they were provided with the opportunity to give up to six responses about their child's reasons for leaving SO. Many families provided only one response, with 22% giving a second response, and only 5% providing a third response. Similar to their athletes, family members' additional responses served to supplement and provide further description of their first responses about their child's reasons for leaving SO. For example, family members responded that their athlete's program ended and that he or she graduated from high school.
To further examine athletes' motives for leaving SO, we focused on the role of athletes' age, gender, and living situation. Interestingly, athletes' age at entry into SO was the only variable related to reasons for leaving. Athletes who entered SO under the age of 18 left more often due to program access than those athletes who entered over the age of 21 (post graduation). In general, athletes who entered the program at a younger age (under age 18) were more likely to leave due to issues of transition, such as change in schools or graduation. Athletes who joined SO over the age of 21 were more likely to leave because they became interested in other activities outside of sports.
Overall, 42% of athletes left SO because of reasons beyond their control (e. g., program availability, transportation, or relocation). Of the remaining athletes who left voluntarily, 75% did so because of changes in interest. In all, it is interesting to note that over 70% of those athletes who did not leave SO because of choice were interested in returning to sport through SO.
In an interesting contrast to what we found with the motives for participation, athletes leave SO because of two major reasons: external factors that affect program availability (outside of the control of the athlete) or their personal interest in other activities. When we considered withdrawal as a function of choice, however, athletes who left by choice primarily did so due to personal reasons. Overall, while family member responses confirmed the responses we received from athletes, they provided additional explanation of the motives. As expected, they also provided a greater sense of awareness of external factors that fell outside of the control of the athlete. There was 77% agreement between families and athletes in their responses to the items on participation and 72% agreement between families and athletes in their responses to the items on withdrawal.
Discussion
This study provides a description of the sport experience for athletes with IDathletes come to sport as young children and have opportunities to sample and experience different sports throughout their lives. Athletes with ID are motivated to participate in sport based on enjoyment and satisfaction, confirming what has been demonstrated in earlier studies on sport participation for athletes with ID (Farrell et al., 2004; Shapiro, 2003) . Taken together, these studies as well as the current study suggest the generalizability of these motives for participation to athletes with ID across North America. The present study also presents a picture of the athlete with ID who has left sport, which to date has not been documented.
Overall, the results of the current study also suggest that athletes with ID are similar to athletes without disabilities, as described in the literature; they come to and leave sport for similar reasons. While athletes without disabilities most often leave sport because of the loss of enjoyment or interest in other activities that supersede sport (Burton, 1992) , the results of the current study suggest that athletes with ID are just as likely to leave sports because they no longer have access to sport programs due to events outside the control of the athlete with ID, such as changes in school situations, graduation from high school, and the transition from school to work. The issue of accessibility is underscored by the fact that most sport opportunities for these athletes are centralized in one organization, SO. Unlike any other model for organized sport in the community, SO is the provider of a wide variety of sports for athletes with ID of all ages and ability levels. If an athlete loses access to a SO program due to a life transition, for example high school graduation, what are their options?
Implications
There are presently multiple models of sport participation for athletes without disabilities to choose from, including YMCA fitness programs, community softball leagues for adults, school sport teams (from middle school to college), and Tball teams for children. The experience for athletes without disabilities at all ages can be conceptualized in multiple "tracks"-athletes can train to reach elite, international levels of competition, compete at the local level, or play recreationally, and athletes can move between these tracks as they become older or develop new interests. In short, sport can be a part of the everyday experience of athletes without ID throughout their lives through any one of a variety of programs. In contrast for athletes with ID, perhaps, due to the nature of SO-where athletes train in their sport to build the skills they need to compete-sport programming remains relatively constant, regardless of the age of the athlete. Athletes with ID would benefit from having more opportunities and choice as to the types of sport programming they participate in, similar to what is available to athletes without disabilities. For example, some athletes with ID may be more interested in, or benefit from, recreational sport or fitness programming. At a minimum, however, there is a need for transition programming that provides a smooth changeover into another SO program if an athlete with ID loses access to their local SO program for any reason.
An unexpected finding worth highlighting is that 48% of active athletes engage in three or more hours of leisure-time physical activity (LTPA) per week in addition to their participation in SO. This evidence is contrary to the literature that suggests that people with ID are generally sedentary and as a result are physically unfit (Draheim et al., 2002; Rimmer, Braddock, & Marks, 1995 USDHHS, 1996) . Our findings do not allow us to say which came first-whether athletes are attracted to SO because they are already interested or engaging in physical activity or whether athletes become interested in physical activity due to their SO involvement. We expect that there may be some truth to both interpretations, depending upon the individual athlete and his or her environment (e.g., the physical activity level of the family and their peers, etc.) although this information was not gathered as part of this study (Draheim, Williams, & McCubbin, 2002; Kozub, 2003) .
Recommendations for Future Research
While the outcomes of involvement of people with ID in fitness and exercise programming in school, community, and group home settings is a current research focus, the availability of or access to such postschool programming has been of secondary importance (Faison-Hodge & Porretta, 2004; Stanish & Draheim, 2007; Temple & Walkley, 2003) . We did find a minority of inactive athletes who were involved in sports outside of SO (less than 20%), suggesting that they have capitalized on opportunities in their schools and communities to participate in sport. At present, however, most community sport providers are oriented toward sport for athletes without disabilities. Research should address the access issues of athletes with ID by examining not only the types of programming (both competitive and recreational) available to them beyond SO, but also the ways in which those athletes with ID who participate in sports outside of SO become involved.
It is clear from the findings of this study that we should not only further encourage physical activity for people with ID, but we should also address ways to engage those who are not physically active (e.g., fitness and wellness programs through schools, group homes, and workplaces). The literature on the physical activity behaviors of people with ID supports this by suggesting that additional research on the availability of programming, SO and others, will have an important role in identifying appropriate methods for promoting physical activity among the ID population .
Limitations
While this was a descriptive study designed to collect information broadly about the experiences of athletes with ID in SO, there were a number of aspects of the life of the person with ID that were not explored. For example, no data were collected about athletes' level of functioning or type of disability. In addition, information about the family and the athlete, including socioeconomic status, race, ethnicity, and family structure were also not collected. Many of these questions were purposefully omitted from the current study because SO as an organization does not collect this type of information about its participants. In addition, while the study aimed to collect data from families and athletes (paired), it was not always possible to do so. In fact, athletes' participation in the study was solely at the discretion of the family member or caregiver contacted. Therefore we cannot be certain that those athletes not surveyed were actually incapable of participating in such a survey. Furthermore, the athletes included in the study primarily represent those individuals with ID who live with their families, and as such the findings may not adequately represent those individuals with ID living in group homes. It is important to note, however, that individuals living in group homes comprise only a minority of SO participants (SOI, 2004) . Finally, because it was not possible to gain access to athletes in all 50 state programs, stratified random sampling could not be employed.
From every indication, what was found in this study about the motives for sport participation for athletes with ID is consistent with what has been found about athletes without disabilities. Athletes with ID also shared similarities with athletes without disabilities on some of their motives for sport withdrawal; however, it is clear that the sport opportunities for these two groups are very different. It is also clear that existing models for sport programming should be examined to determine what other types of programming would be appropriate and beneficial to athletes with ID. To do so, however, an awareness must be built among sport providers that individuals with ID are similar to all athletes in that they can have the same interests, can make the same effort to succeed, and should have the same opportunities for sport participation.
